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PATENT 



REMARKS 

In the present office action, claims 1-66 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 25, 
28, 29, 52, 65, and 66 are the independent claims. The Applicant hereby address each of the 
points raised in the office action in the order enumerated therein. 



In-Person Interview 

James T. Strom, Matt G. Dyor, Ben C. Wang, Tuan Dam, and the undersigned 
conducted an in-person interview on July 19, 2007. The contents of the interview are 
incorporated into the below remarks. 



Specification Objections 

The Applicant hereby addresses the registered trademark objections raised in the last 

office action by capitalizing the appropriate words, per MPEP 608.0 l(v): 

Although the use of trademarks having definite meanings is permissible in 
patent applications, the proprietary nature of the marks should be respected. 
Trademarks should be identified by capitalizing each letter of the mark (in the 
case of word or letter marks) or otherwise indicating the description of the 
mark (in the case of marks in the form of a symbol or device or other 
nontextual form). Every effort should be made to prevent their use in any 
manner which might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 

(emphasis added). Thus, the words "Motorola," "Intel," "PowerPC," "Apple," "Connectix," 
"AMD," "Pentium," "Athlon," "IBM," and "Amdahl," have been capitalized where 
necessary. However, a search of the Trademark Electronic Search System (TESS) has not 
yielded a trademark name for the term "IA32," as suggested by the examiner. Thus, this term 
has been left as is (besides, it is already capitalized, thus the objection is moot). 



Claim Objections 

Claims 54 and 63 have been amended to remove the informalities specified in the 
office action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §101 

In claims 52-64, the Applicant has added the limitation of "storing" the instructions, 
thereby rendering them tangible in the computer readable medium. Support for this 
amendment can be found at least in paragraph [0078]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

During the in-person interview, the notion of synthetic instructions was discussed, and 
herein the Applicant elaborates on the nature of such synthetic instructions, namely, that they 
cause exceptions that are then trappable by a virtualization layer, such as the VMM, and that 
such instructions can be illegal to a given architecture (see paragraphs [0010], [0045], [0057], 
[0059] and so on). This latter aspect was not explicitly discussed during the in-person 
interview, but the Applicant believes it further clarifies the recited subject matter. 

All the independent claims, namely, claims 1, 25, 28, 29, 52, 65, 66, and 67 (newly 
added) provide for the above discussed limitation, and therefore patentably define over the 
cited art. Insofar as the dependent claims incorporate the limitations of the independent 
claims, they also patentably define over the cited art for similar reasons. The Applicant thus 
submits that the pending claims are in condition for allowance. 

Should the examiner have any comments or suggestions, the undersigned can be 
contacted directly at: 206.903.2461. 



Date: October 26, 2007 / Grzegorz S. Plichta / 

Grzegorz S. Plichta 
Registration No. 55,541 

Woodcock Washburn LLP 
Cira Centre 

2929 Arch Street, 12th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2891 
Telephone: (215) 568-3100 
Facsimile: (215) 568-3439 
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